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REPLY BRIEF FOR APPELLANTS 
This is a reply to the Examiner's Answer mailed on September 26, 2007. 

Non-Obviousness of Claims 1 and 9 ovfer Bardman fUS 6.710.161^ 

Present claims 1 and 9 recite one or more polyelectrolytes in contact with an 

aqueous system, "wherein said aqueous! system comprises fabric." Appellants 

respectfully maintain that Bardman does not teach or suggest this feature. 

Appellants maintain the arguments on this point as presented in their previous 

papers, hi the present paper, Appellants wish to emphasize the definition of the term 

"aqueous system." 

As Appellants presented in theirj "Appeal Brief," the term "aqueous system" is 
well known in the art to mean a composition that is a fluid. That is, a composition that is 
an "aqueous system" not only contains water but also is a composition that is itself a 
fluid. Thus, an aqueous system is a composition that exhibits the behaviors that are 
characteristic of a fluid. For example, ap aqueou3 fluid can be stirred; it can be poured 
from one container into another; if put ^der a constant stress (such as gravity), it will 
flow. 

Present claims 1 and 9 recite an aqueous system, "wherein said aqueous system 
comprises fabric." As set forth herein above. Appellants submit that, according to the 
definition of "aqueous system," the feature recited in present claims 1 and 9 is a fluid, 
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with all the characteristics of a fluid. The recited aqueous system comprises fabric, and 
Appellants submit that the fact that the aqueous system comprises fabric does not change 
the fact that the aqueous system is a fluid. 

The Examiner argues in his Exsimtner's Answer, "Bardman et al clearly teaches a 
polymer composition that is dispersed in m aqueous medium and is applied to a textile or 
fabric, which meets the limitations of the instant claims." Appellants respectfully 
disagree. Appellants submit that no object taught by Bardman is an aqueous system that 
comprises fabric and that therefore no object taught by Bardman meets that limitation of 
the present claims. 

Bardman teaches a polymer composition that contains copolymer particles 
dispersed in an aqueous medium. Bardinan teaches that this polymer composition may be 
applied to varioxis substrates (col, 15, lines 43-47), including, for example, cloth and 
textiles (coL 1 5, lines 66-67). Bardman also teaches that this polymer composition may 
be used as a "woven or nonwoven textile satunmt or coating" (col. 16, lines 3-4). 

That is, Bardman teaches fabric to which his polymer composition has been 
"applied," and he teaches fabric saturatod or coated with his polymer composition. 
Appellants submit that neither of these objects taught by Bardman is an aqueous system. 
Fabric to which Bardman's polymer composition has been applied (i.e., a coated fabric) is 
a solid material with a wet surface. Such an object cannot be stirred or poured; it could 
be lifted and transported without the use of a watertight container. Consequently, a piece 
of coated fabric is not a fluid. Similarly^ fabric saturated with Bardman's polymer 
composition is a solid material with imbibed Uquid, and such a saturated fabric is not 
itself a fluid. Because none of the fabric-containing objects taught by Bardman is a fluid, 
none of these objects is an "aqueous system." Consequently, Appellants maintain that 
Bardman does not disclose the feature, is recited in the present claims, of an aqueous 
system that comprises fabric. 

Appellants also submit that Bardknan's teachings not only fail to teach an aqueous 
system that comprises fabric but that they also fail to suggest an aqueous system that 
comprises fabric. Appellants submit that the existence of a coated or saturated fabric 
does not suggest, to a person of ordinary skill, an aqueous system that contains fabric. 
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In sum. Appellants submit that Bardman does not teach or suggest the feature of 
present claims 1 and 9 of an aqueous system that comprises fabric. Therefore Appellants 
maintain that present claims 1 and 9 ar^ not obvious over Bardman. 

Appellants respectfully request the Board to reverse the Examiner's rejection and 
to pass Appellants' claims 1 and 9 to allowance at this time. 

Non-Obvioxisncss of Claims 3 and 10 over Bardman 

Appellants maintain that present claims 3 and 10 are not obvious over Bardman 
for the reasons set forth in their Appeal Brief. In the present paper. Appellants wish to 
emphasize their assertion that Bardman does not teach or suggest any material (whether 
"active" or not) that is surrounded by the specific polyelectrolyte of the present claims. 
As set forth in detail in their Appeal Brief, Appellants maintain that the only material that 
Bardman teaches that is surrounded by cbpolymer is pigment, and that Bardman teaches 
that the copolymer that is used by Bardman for surrounding pigment has molecular 
weight of at least 50,000. Thus, Bardman's teachings of materials surroiuided by 
copolymer are limited to compositions in which copolymer has molecular weight of at 
least 50,000. In contrast, present claims 3 and 10 recite polyelectrolyte having molecular 
weight between 1,000 and 20,000 that surrounds active ingredient. Appellants maintain 
that this combination of features is not taught or suggested by Bardman. Consequently, 
Appellants maintain that present claims 3 and 10 are not obvious over Bardman. 

Appellants respectfully request the Board to reverse the Examiner's rejection and 
to pass Appellants' claims 3 and 10 to allowance at this time. 

Non-Obviousness of Claims 1 1 and 12 over Bardman 

Appellants maintain that present claims 1 1 and 12 are not obvious over Bardman 
for, the reasons set forth in their Appeal brief. In the present paper, Appellants wish to 

i 

emphasize the distinction between the compositions taught by Bardman and the "fabric 
laundry wash cycle" recited in present claims 11 and 12. 
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As set forth herein above. Appellants maintain that Bardman's teachings regarding 
fabric are limited to fabric that has been coated or saturated with a copolymer 
composition. 

Appellants submit that coated or saturated fabric is a different composition from a 
fabric laimdry wash cycle. The characteristics of a fabric laundry wash cycle are well 
known, and a fabric laundry wash cycle is clearly a different composition from a fabric 
that is coated or saturated. For one example, it is well known, based on the meaning of 
the term "fabric laundry wash cycle/* that a fabric laundry wash cycle contains sufficient 
water to not only surround fabric items but to constantly expose them, under agitation, to 
fresh volumes of water. Coated or saturated fabric does not contain sufficient water for 
these effects, and thus neither coated fiibric nor saturated fabric is a fabric laxmdry wash 
cycle. 

Appellants also submit that Barman's teachings not only fail to teach a fabric 
laundry wash cycle but that they also fail to suggest a fabric laundry wash cycle. 
Appellants submit that the existence of a coated or saturated fabric does not suggest, to a 
person of ordinary skill, a fabric laundry wash cycle. 

In sum, Appellants maintain flidt Bardman does not teach or suggest a fabric 
laundry wash cycle, that none of the fabric objects taught by Bardman is a fabric laundry 
wash cycle, and that a fabric laundry wash cycle is not suggested by the fabric objects 
taught by Bardman. Therefore, Appell^ts submit that this feature provides a reason why 
present claims 1 1 and 12 are not obvious over Bardman. 

Appellants respectfully request the Board to reverse the Exammer's rejection and 
to pass Appellants' claims 1 1 and 12 to allowance at this time. 

Respectfully Submitted, \ / 



Rohm and Haas Company 
Independence Mall West 
Philadelphia, PA 19106-2399 




Agent for Appellants 
Registration No. 51,798 



Date: ^ ^c?/ 
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